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SANCTIONS, TEACHER STRIKES, COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATION,
CONTRACTS, *STATE LEGISLATION, EMFLOYER EMFLOYEE
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FOUR MAJOR AREAS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR TEACHERS;
BASED ON A REVIEW OF HISTORICAL RECORDS; A COMFARISON OF
EXFERIENCES, A STUDY OF RELEVANT COCUMENTS, AND INTERVIEWS
WITH PERSONNEL CIRECTLY INVOLVED ARE CEFINEC AND
ANALYZED--(1) FACTORS GIVING RISE TO THE BILAERAL
PETERMINATION OF EMFLOYMENT CONCITIONS IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, (2)
THE CHARACTER OF THE TWO TEACHER ORGANIZATIONS BEHIND THE
MOVEMENT, (3) LEGAL QUESTIONS RAISEC BY COLLECTIVE ACTION
AMONG TEACHERS, AND (4) IMFLICATIONS OF TEACHER BARGAINING
FOR THE QUALITY OF THE ECUCATIONAL ENTERPRISE. THE INCREASING
BEMAND FOR FORMALIZED EMPLOYMENT ARRANGEMENTS WITH LOCAL
SCHOOL BOARDS IS CUE TO A FPROPORTIOWATE INCREASE IN THE
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TEACHING, AND GROWING COMPETITION BETWEEN THE TWO MAJOR
TEACHER ORGANIZATIOMS. SFECIAL ATTENTION IS GIVEN TO
QUESTIONS CONCERNING CESIRABLE STATE LEGISLATION, INCLUDING
VARIOUS ASFECTS OF REFRESENTATION; UNFAIR FRACTICES, STRIKES,
SANCTIONS,; NEGOTIATION ANC IMPASSE FPROCEDURES, ANC THE
ADMINISTRATION OF LEGISLATION WHEN ENACTEC. A COMFARISON OF
REFRESENTATIVE FROVISIONS IN TWO COMFREHENSIVE TEACHER-SCHOOL
BOARD AGREEMENTS NEGOTIATED BY AFT AND NEA AFFILIATES IS
AFFENCED. THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE FROM CISTRIBUTION
CENTER, NEW YORK STATE SCHOOL OF INCUSTRIAL AND LABOK
RELATIONS, CORMELL UNIVERSITY, ITHACA, N.Y., 14850, FOR $2.00.
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5 By a process not entirely unlike an unplanned pregnancy, a project
which began as a modest holding of scholarly hands has blossomed into
a book. As originally conceived, this study was to have been a bulletin in
the School of Inductrial and Labor Relations’ series on current develnp-
ments in employment relations. The verbosity of the authors produced a
volume that transcended the “bulletin” category without quite measuring
up to any other established literary form. The consequence is that their
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! N manuscript has been assigned to that miscellaneous reserveir of undis- 5L
" ciplined pedantry — “book.” . -
As such, it has been deemed deserving of the accoutrements befitting g
" its genre. Accordingly, we make the following acknowledgements: To

Professor Leonard Adams, Director of Publications, we express our grati-
tude for his staunch permissiveness in the face of our word barrage. To

RS e i i [k

i
2

Professor Kurt Hanslowe, who read the manuscript more times than he
would like to remember, we express our condolences. To Frances Eagan, i
for her deft editorial hand, we express our relief. %’* gy
> In this context, it is customary for authors to thank their wives for xS
their patience, help, and inspiration. We are sorry to report that cur s
t” standards of honesty will not permit us to do this. Indeed, once our wives 7
H . . E
: g learned that it was unlikely that the “book” would add any money to the
g i family coffers or luster to the family nares (two compensations they szem
2 ever willing to share), their indifference approached hostility. We would, f
< £ however, like to thank them for the small effort they madc in helping to ;
1‘ R i prepare the index — such as it is. %‘
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Introduction

An expert, according to an old and rather lame joke, is anyone with a
briefcase who is more than twenty miles from home. By this standard, if
no other, the authors of this volume qualify as experts in the new field of
collective bargaining in public education. Both have picked up their
briefcases and traveled on many occasions, one to serve as a moderator
and arbitrater ir ‘eacher representation and bargaining disputes, the
other to conduct conferences and workshops in employer-employee rela-
tions for board members, school administrators, and teachers.

To be sm: we have not been at these chores for long, although our
involvement is almost as old as the problems themselves. When we first
became interested in teacher-board of education relationships, there was
but one schoo: district, New York City, in which teachers were covered
by a comprebcisive agreement, and only one state, Wisconsin, had
passed legislation providing for collective bargaining rights for public
schiool employees. Now, two and one-half years later, there are statutes
in seven other states providing for some sort of bargaining rights for
teachers, and scores of comprehensive collective agreements have been
negotiated.

This book was writien during the summer of 1966. Thus our findings
are based on very recent his‘c.y, an era that educational historians of the
future will iikely call the ser :nai period of formal collective employment
arrangements in education. I. is almost as if someone had written a book
about the nature and history of steamboating in 1811, just four years
after Robert Fulton had launched the Clerront. Be that as it may, we
think there is a need for a contri' -ition at this time from those who have
had experience in this area. In some states statutes have been enacted
hurriedly, often with a bow toward one or the other of the contending
parties — teacher organizations, a..ministrators, and board members —
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who are themselves groping. however pentifical their institutional
stances, for suitable answers to the many questions involved. This small
volume may serve as a faint beacon for those concerned with providing
a more appropriate structure for teacher-school board relations in a time
of somewhat chaotic, but cieative. flux.

Our methodology, if we may use such an exalted term to describe the
way we went about our task, was to reflect upon and compare our
experiences “in the field,” tc study the relevant documents (agrecments,
salary schedules, statistical materials, statutes, opinions of courts, public
agencies, and arbitrators, and the emerging speculations of scholars), to
interview veterans of tiie young campaign hardly past its first skirmishes
— in summary, to organize and share our experience, research, and
thinking on the subject at hand. We have assumed that the questions
that aroused our curiosity would hold similar intrigue for school officials,
teachers, legislators, and that elusive character every writer tries to
reach, the intelligent, public-spirited citizen.

There seemed to us four broad questions of fundamental importance:
What has prompted this movement toward bilateral determination of
employment conditions in public schools? What is the character of the
teacher organizations behind this movement? What are the legal ques-
tions raised by collective action among teachers and what legislation has
been and should be enacted? What implications does teacher bargaining
have for the quality of the educational enterprise? The four chapters of
this work constitute our effort to answer, seriatim, the foregoing ques-
tions.

The answers are not definitive. But the alternative to writing now on
the basis of our present, tentative conclusions is to postpone the contribu-
tion we may be able to make until a time when life will have passed us
by, when the relationships wkich are now in the process of jelling will
have acquired a set beyond the reach of any guidelines, warnings, or
caveats we might suggest. This is particularly the case with respect to
Chapter 3, in which we assess and evaluate current teacher bargaining
statutes and make our tentative recommendations. We have chosen to
risk a premature judgment in preference to a delayed post-mortem. In
short, we have stuck our necks out in order to get our noses into the
problems involved while they are still viable.
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The Public School Teacher as Employee

WHEN BENJAMIN  FRANKLIN  AND
his friend James Ralph had exhausted both funds and credit during
their first visit to London in 1725, Ralph, unable to find work as an
actor, copyist, or journalist, finally tried his hand as a schoolmaster in
Berkshire. “This, however, he deemed a business below him,” Franklin
later wrote in his autobiography, “and confident of future better fortune,
when he should be unwilling to have it known that he once was so
meanly employed, he changed his name, and did me the honor to as-
sume mine.” ™!

It is not surprising that Ralph should want to keep his “mean employ-
ment” a public secret. The colonial society from which he and Franklin
had come, primarily agricultural and overwhelmingly pragmatic, at-
tached little importance to formal schooling. The low status it afforded
those it hired to instruct the young was but a reflection of this indiffer-
ence. Teachers were often recruited from the lowest order. On the eve
of the American Revolution, Jonathan Boucher reported from Mary-
land: “Not a ship arrives either with redemptioners or convicts, in which
schoolmasters are not as regularly advertised for sale, as weavers, tailors,
or any other trade; with little other difference, that I can hear of,
excepting perhaps that the former do not usually fetch as good a price
as the latter.”?

1 Benjamin Franklin, The Autobingraphy of Benjamin Franklin (New York:
The Modern Library, 1960), p. 51.

2 Jonathan Boucher, “A View of the Causes and Consequences of the Ameri-
can Revolution: In Thirteen Discourses, Preached in North America between the
Years 1763 and 1775,” p. 184, as quoted in Howard K. Beale, 4 History of Free-
dom of Teaching in American Schools (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1941), p. 11.
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While a handful of these teachers performed creditably, the majority
evidently did not. “It is a general plague and complaint of the whole
land,” a disgruntled colonist remarked, “that for one discreet and able
teacher you shall find twenty ignorant and careless.”* Nor were they free
from other vices. Colonial schoolmasters, Willard Elsbree has observed,
- had a reputation for drunkenness, for fnancial misdemeanors, and for
being runaways.? Even among the few who were of good character and
diligent at their task, only a small number had an opportunity to iearn
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-3 their craft well. The average length of tenure of masters was short. In
Dedham, Massachusetts, between the years 1654 and 1757, for example,
% f it averaged one year and ten months.®
The coming of the nineteenth century brought about no significant
improvements. Salaries remained miserably low, tenure was short, and
% the esteem with which teachers were held by the citizenry seemed to
“ ; vacillate between contempt and indifference.
3 Salaries are as good an indication as any of how highly we value an
’?5 individual’s service. Between 1841 and 1860, salaries for rural men
i’ teachers rose from an average of $4.15 to $6.28 a week; salaries for rural
& women teachers were about two-thirds of this figure. Urban men teach-
4 ers earned twice as much as did their counterparts in the countryside,
; while urban women teachers received ouly the same amount as rural
g men teachers. During the same period, Warren Burgess has estimated, )
- the cost of living for a small family living a frugal life and consuining
-1 the same ccmmodities over the entire period rose from $7.60 to $8.00 )
: weekly.®
4 : During the prosperous Civil War years, the average teacher’s salary in
i California was $357. “Out of this annual average salary,” the state
a5 school superintendent complained, “teachers must board and clothe

» themselves, and pay their income tax! An average servant girl receives
three hundred dollars a year, and her board; an average farm hand gets
the same; and even an able-bodied Chinaman gets three hundred
dollars a year, boarding himself.”? At about the same time, in Philadel-

% 3 As guoted in Charles A. Beard and William G. Carr, “Colonial School Days,”

‘i The Journal of the National Education Association, vol. 24, no. 2 (February
. 1935), p. 43.

Z 4+ Willard Elsbree, The American Teacher (New York: American Book Com-

3 pany, 1939), pp. 17-31.

5ibid., p. 81.

6 Warren R. Burgess, Trends of School Costs (New York: Russell Sage Founda-
tion, 1920), pp. 32, 54.

7 California Department of Education, Thirteenth Annual Report of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction (1863), p. 11, as quoted in Eisbree, p. 281.
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phia, the board of controllers commented ruefully, “... A large portion
of the teachers receive less than the janitress who sweeps the School-

House.”®

Somewhat earlier, Horace Mann had discovered in Massachusetts
that, in “one of the most cultivated towns in the Comraonwealth,” all
journeymen craftsmen bhad higher salaries than teachers — several re-
ceived 50 percent more and a few had salaries that exceeded those of
teachers by 100 percent. The simple and cruel facts, wrote Mann, are
“...We pay best, Ist, those who destroy us, - generals; 2nd, those who
cheat us, - politicians and quacks; 3rd, those who amuse us,— singers
and dancers; and last of all those who instruct us, — teachers.”®

One might argue that one of the chief reasons American education
did not slip to such a depth that it became unsatisfactory even to the
most educationally indifferent was that females were eventually allowed
into the schools as teachers. Before 1830, there were few women teachers
in the common schools. Teaching, from ancient times, had always been
regarded as a masculine task. This tradition, coupled with the low status
of women during the early national period, their relatively low educa-
tional level, and the general concern that females would be unable to
discipline unruly students, tended to perpetuate masculine domination.
Housewives had served as teachers in the so-called dame or infant schools
during the colonial and early national period, teaching small children
their ABC’s and the rudiments of grammar. Later a few had been
employed in the public schools teaching small children, But it was not
until about the fifth decade after the Revolution that women began
to take over the schoolmaster’s role in significant numbers. The rea-
sons for their recruiiment were couched in principled terms: “Their
manners are more mild and gentle, and hence more in consonance with
the tenderness of childhood,” as the 1841 report of the Boston Board of
Education put it, and also females were “of purer morals*® — but more
important, it seemed, was that a burgeoning economy had provided em-
ployment opportunities for apostate schoolmasters at salaries local
taxpayers were unwilling to match.

The outbreak of the Civil War hastened the decline of male domina-
tion. In Indiana, the proportion of men teachers fell from 80 percent in
1859 to 59 percent in 1864; in Ohio, the ratio went from 52 to 41

8 Forty-sixth Annual Report (Philadelphia, 1864), p. 31, as quoted in Elsbree,
p. 281.

9 Common School Jourral, vol. 9 (1847), p. 367, as quoted in Elsbree, p. 280.

10 Elsbree, p. 201.
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percent in roughly the same period.!! In state after state, male teachers
became a minority as great numbers enlisted or were drafted for military
service, Most did not return to the classroom after Appomattox. The
percentage of female teachers increased thereafter, unevenly but
steadily, until the late 1920’s when it reached a peak of about 83 per-
cent.’?

Two other consequences of low teacher salaries during the nineteenth
century (or were low salaries the consequence?) were a continually
high turnover rate and a chronic problem of unqualified and inept
teachers. Unquestionably, uiroughout most of the nineteenih century,
teaching was regarded as one of the most casual of occupations. Of the
1,896 teachers in Connecticut in 1857, for example, only 348 had taught
in the same school for two or more successive years. At the same time,
over 60 percent of Pennsylvania’s teachers had three years or less of
teaching experience, while only 18 percent had taught more than six.
The average length of service for Rhode Island teachers was two years.
The state school superintendent in New York, two years earlier, had
estimated that one-third of that state’s teachers would quit at the end
of the current school year. Replacements for departing teachers seem
almost always to have been novices, young in age as well as in experi-
ence. In Pennsylvania, the average age of public school teachers in 1856
was twenty-three years, with nearly a third being under twenty-one. A
decade later in Maine the average age was twenty-one.!?

As one might expect, these teachers were hardly consumed by dedica-
tion to their craft or profession. Their motives for entering teaching in
the first place evidently had little to do either with intellectual interests
or a desire to serve children; as observed by the Vernon, Connecticut,
board of school visitors in the late 1840’s: “A young man busy in the
summer, looks around in the fall to determine how he shall spend the
winter months. He thinks of turning peddler, or of working at shoe-
making. But the one will expose him to storms, the other he fears will
injure his chest. He therefore concludes that although he can make more
money in these or some similar employment, he will nevertheless teach
school for a meager compensation.”**

Out on the raw frontier, where there seemed to be even less concern
than in New England about staffing the schools with teachers of reason-

11 4bid., p. 206.
12. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Statistical Summary

of Education, 1957-58 (Washington: GPO, 1958), Bulletin no. OE-60003, p. 8.

13 Elsbree, pp. 293-294.
14 “Connecticut Board of Education, 1847,” p. 48, as quoted in Elsbree, p. 280.
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able competence, the quality and character of teachers were probably of
a lower order. Westerners might have grudgingly admitted that there
was some use for formal education, but it did not necessarily follow that
teachers themselves were very important. “The man who was disabled to
such an extent that he could not engage in manual labor,” a product
of a Midwestern school recollected, “who was lame, too fat, too feeble,
had the phthisic or had fits or was too lazy to work — well, they usually
made schoolmasters out of them.”?*

Teachers, then as now, were just about as good as their salary levels.
It seems extraordinary that there were so many teachers of real talent
and dedication in the nineteenth century — and, one might add, today
as well — willing to work for a pittance when these same talents could
easily have been put to use at more remunerative tasks. Nor should it be
forgotten that, while there were many criticisms of teachers and the
schools, to the great bulk of Americans, as De Tocqueville observed, the
schools, such as they were, seemed to be harmonious with their tempera-
ment and adequate to their needs. “True information is mainly derived
from experience,” De Tocqueville wrote, and as for the Americans,
*“. . . book learning would not help them much at the present day.””*

1I

How does the contemporary Arerican teacher compare with those
discussed in the previous pages? Obviously, one finds noticeable im-
provements but they are improvements that have been tempered by
nineteenth-century values that refuse to loosen their grasp. Teachers
have not escaped history. They must cope with public attitudes toward
education, including the willingness te pay for it, that are only slowly
evolving toward generous support. In short, teachers have not arrived
as doctors, lawyers, and architects have arrived: professionally, in in-
come, or in public esteem.

Yet the prestige of the teacher is probably higher today than ever
before. When the National Opinion Research Center asked a “representa-
tive” group of Americans in 1947 to rank ninety occupations as having
an excellent, good, below average, or poor standing, 26 percent thought
the standing of teachers was excellent, 45 percent thought good, and 24
percent thought average. Only 3 percent thought the standing below

15 R, Carlyle Buley, The Old Northwest (Indianapolis: Indiana Historical So-

ciety, 1950) vol. 2, p. 370.
16 Alexis De Tocqueville, Democracy in America, trans. from the French by

Henry Reese (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1945), vol. 1, p. 318.
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average and 2 percent believed it poor. In the over-all ranking of the 90
occupations, teachers ranked 36th. U.S. Supreme Court justices ranked
first, while shoeshiners came out at the bottom.

In 1963, when the same questions were put to another “cross section”
of the American people, teachers had moved up from 36th place to 29.5,
in a dead heat with accountants for large business firms. Moreover,
during this sixteen-year period, teachers moved ahead of such cultural
luminaries as professional artists, novelists, and economists, who now
shared a ranking of 34.5.'" There is some debate, of course, over how
much credence one should give this type of sociological pulse-taking. Be
that as it may, the status teachers enjoy today is far better than it was
in the days when Horace Mann was trying valiantly to bring some order
out of the chaos of public education in Massachusetts.

As a group, teachers have more education today. All but 15 percent
had the baccalaureate in 1965; those without the degree were mainly
older women teachers in the elementary schools.’® By contrast, in 1920,
the percentage of teachers in New York State, outside of New York City,
who held college degrees was 11 percent.!®

Whether or not these added years of formal education have con-
tributed much to the rise in teachers’ status and sense of professionalism
is another question. The college degree does not have the same distinc-
tion it once had. A college degree, Ronald Corwin has pointed out, is
less distinctive today than the high-school diploma was in 1900.2° In
educational attainment, teachers have barely kept pace with the rest of
the population. Nor does the completion of a college program necessarily
mean that the teacher has attained a high degree of intellectuai or
professional competence, since the training most teachers undergo is still
the least rigorous or demanding of any professional program.?!

Indeed, if one can believe any of the studies that have been made on
the intellectual quality of those studying to become teachers, one is

17 Robert E. Hodge, Paul M. Siegel, and Peter H. Rossi, “Occupational Pres-
tige in the United States, 1925-63,” The American Journal of Sociology, vol.
70, no. 3 (November 1964), pp. 290-292.

18 National Education Association, NEA Research Bulletin (Washington: NEA,
1965), vol. 43, no. 3, p. 69; hereafter referred to by vol. and no.

19 Homer Cooper, Cost of Training Teachers (Baltimore: Warwick and York,
1924), p. 37.

20Ronald G. Corwin, “Militant Professionalism, Initiative and Compliance in
Public Education,” Sociology of Education, vol. 38, no. 4 (Summer 1965), p. 312.

2? For a devastating account of teacher training in America, see James D.
Koerner, The Miseducation of American Teachers (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Company, 1963).
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forced to conclude that most education students might not be able to
survive a more rigorous course of study. A r.cent survey of tzacher
trainees in New York State, for example, showed that those studer.ts who
finished the training program and went on to become teachers scored
lower on a siandard achievement test than non-education majcrs. The
averagc academic aptitude of teacher trainees, as measured ky a test
administered by the American Council on Education, was higher only
than the group that had flunked out of college.** In an earlier study,
conducted between the years 1951 and 1953, in which the Selective
Service College Qualification Test was administered to almost half a
million college men, education majors scored lowest in every year the
test was given. While 53 percent of men from all fields — numanities,
business, agriculture, science, etc. — scored 70 or higher, only 28 percent
of the education majors did as well.*®

Of course, had similar tests been given in the nineteenth century, the
results would have no doubt been even more disappointing. There have
been improvements in the intellectual quality of our teachers; admission
requirements have been raised in recent years, and a more rigorous cur-
riculum seems to have been introduced in university education schools
and in teachers colleges.?* Yet nineteenth-century attitudes still linger.
The public has not yet demanded that those who instruct the young be
intellectually superior people.

As we have seen, women first gained a foothold in the teaching
profession in the 1840, and began to dominate the field in the Civil
War era. This trend began to be reversed in the late 1940’s, however,
and by 1965 the percentage of women teachers declined to 65.5 percent®
from a high of 83 percent forty years earlier. Since the early 19507,
there has been a dramatic increase in the number of men teachers.
Between the years 1954 and 1964 the number of men teachers increased
by 93 percent, as against a 38 percent increase for women. Men now
constitute a majority in the senior high schools and have recently made
rather strong inroads into elementary and junior high schools as well.**

22 tbid., pp. 44-45.

23 Educational Testing Service, Statistical Studies of Selective Service Testing
(Princeton: 1955), p. 40.

24 One significant development of recent times has been that teachers colleges
are being transformed to four-year liberal arts colleges. While most of these
continue to be primarily teacher training institutions, the students themselves
are being required to major in subject-matter disciplines. As a result there has
been a substantial decline in the number of required hours in pedagogy.

25 NEA Research Bulletin, vol. 43, no. 3, p. 68.

26 ibid., vol. 43, no. 1, p. 8.
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For the purpose of this study, this might be the single most important
development of recent years. It is also worth pointing out in this context
that an increasing proportion of these young men come from blue-collar s
rather than white-collar backgrounds. In 1957 the proportion was 47
percent.*” We shall have more to say at a later point on the implications
for teacher - school-board relationships of the rising percentage of male
teachers. It is sufficient here to suggest that, as a result of this shift in the
sex ratio, school boards are faced with changing employee attitudes.
Teaching may siill be dominated by middle-aged matrons and young
women who use the schoois as a convenient stopgap between college
i and marriage, but these groups will no longer set the tone. They are
becoming less and less the teachers’ spokesmen.

Not only are men coming into teaching in greater numbers, they seem
to be staying with it longer, although at first blush the statistics do not
appear to bear this out.?

)

ey g

0
i "
JETR

it e B g s P

8

Har

DA AL bt iauirhh biinbittiab il dali i A L A T Y
N N . ' . i .
. t .

RL VIR

PN

. v{ -
"
ERTRUL AR T

SO AT ) S

Distribution of Classroom Teachers by
Age, Sex, and Experience in Present Systems, 1965-1966.

,
P

: All

5 Men Women Teachers

| Average age 35 41 39.1 )

i 3 Percent under 40 3
~ A years of age 72.1% 47.3% 56.1% )

§ 3 years or fewer Z
- 3 teaching experience 41.7% 37.4% 38.9%
S < ¥
o 4 through 9 years
- i teaching experience 34.8% 28.6% 30.7% :
. &
A 10 years or more :
. B teaching experience 23.5% 33.9% 30.6% A
«jZ Average no. of years ; :
| ; teaching experience 6.7 8.6 8.0 3

£ But the younger age and shorter experience of men is almost entirely

a reflection of their recent entrance into the field, not of a higher rate of

*?Ward S. Mason, The Beginning Teacher (Washington: GPO, 1961), Circu-
lar no. 644, p. 13. For professional workers as a whole, only 25 percent had
fathers whose occupation was classified as blue-collar.

28 NEA Research Bulletin, vol. 43, no. 3, pp. 69-70.
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turnover. Indeed, the turnover rate for teachers seems to have begun to
slow down with the entrance of men into teaching in significant num-
bers. The 8.1 percent loss to the profession in 1960, for example, can
probably be attributed more to young women leaving to marry or start
families than to young men seeking greener pastures.

William Rabinowitz and Kay Crawford have provided some rather
hard evidence on the differences in the teaching persistence of men and
women. In their five-year study (1954-1959) of the career patterns of
teacher-trainee graduates of various units of the City University of New
York, the two researchers found that, while less than half of the women
graduates were still teaching in the public schools five years after gradua-
tion, over three-fourths of the men were doing so. Equally significant,
less than 40 percent of the women teachers planned to continue teaching
indefinitely, whereas almost 80 percent of the men saw it as a lifetime
career.*

What is meant to be suggested by the foregoing is that what was once
a mere job has turned into an occupation and is now moving toward a
profession. The status of teachers has risen, as has their educational
level. In recent years, due partly to the influx of males, teaching has
become a more stable enterprise. There have also been, as we shall see,
significant increases in salaries and improvements in working conditions.

But this development has not taken place rapidly enough to keep pace
with the rising competence and prestige of teachers. The traditions and
attitudes of the nineteenth century still hold their grip when it comes to
providing teachers with adequate salaries and other benefits.

111

Through the nineteenth century and into the present century, teachers
and school beards arrived at salary levels through individual bargaining.
The abysmaily lovs salaries teachers received can be attributed at least in
part to their lack of bargaining strength vis-a-vis school boards. Also, as
one might expect under such an arrangement, there were many oppor-
tunities for favoritism. By the second decade of the twentieth century,
teachers had bscome so dissatisfied with this method of setting salaries
that they began to press for its abolition.

Whether it was because of teacher pressure or for other reasons,

29 Frank Lindenfeld, Teacher Turnover in Public, Elementary and Secondary

Schools (Washington: GPO, 1963), Circular no. 675, pp. 7, 17.
30 William Rabinowitz and Kay E. Crawford, “A Study of Teachers’ Careers,”

The Srhool Review, vol. 68, no. 4 (Winter 1960), pp. 385, 387.
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individual bargaining began to give way in the middle 1920’s to a new
system called the “position” schedule. Under this system, salaries were
established for each teaching position: first-grade teachers would have
one uniform salary, fifth-grade teachers another, and so on. Still another
schedule would be established for high-school teachers, almost always
higher than that for elementary teachers.

But before the position schedule had been very widely adopted, the
“single” or “uniform” salary schedule began to be used in several sys-
tems. The practice grew rapidly during the depression and the postwar
years. Today it is used in practically all school systems.*!

Under the single salary schedule, differentials in pay depend solely
upon professional preparation and years of teaching experience. When
these factors are equal, the kindergarten teacher, the high-school physics
teacher, and the driver education teacher all receive the same pay. The
following teacher salary schedule covering classroom teachers in Boston,
for the 1966-1967 school year, is typical of this type of schedule.??

Teachers’ Basic Salary Schedule

Bachelor’s
or Master’s
Step Equivalent Master’s Plus 30 Doctorate
1. $5,500 $6,000 $6,250 $6,500
2. 5,800 6,300 6,550 6,300
3. 6,100 6,600 6,850 7,100
4. 6,400 6,900 7,150 7,400
5. 6,700 7,200 7,450 7,700
6. 7,000 7,500 7,750 8,000
7. 7,300 7,800 8,050 8,300
8. 7,700 8,200 8,450 8,700
9. 8,100 8,600 8,850 9,100
10. 8,600 9,100 9,350 9,600
11, 9,300 9,800 10,050 10,300

Tn the immediate postwar period, a number of school districts ex-
perimented with what came to be called “merit-pay” schedules. Such

31 Joseph A. Kershaw and Roland N. McKean, Teacher Shortages and Salary

Schedules (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1962), pp. 20-23.
32 Agreement between the School Committee of the City of Boston and the
Boston Teachers’ Union (Classroom teachers and allied personnel), Local 66,

Sept. 1, 1966 — Aug. 31, 1967, p. 34.
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_v 5 schedules allowed the administration to pay those teachers who had / :;
e ;/ rendered, in the judgment of the administration, superior service to the *
¥ = school system higher salaries than they would otherwise have received 3
4 i, . under a normal salary schedule. ]
‘_ 3 Merit-pay plans have not proved to be popular. Teachers ¢omplain, : 32
Z L to quote a resolution adopted at the 1960 NEA Convention, that “the ‘ ;:‘
‘ use of subjective methods [merit ratings] of evaluating professional 1 2
% i ’ performance for the purpose of setting salaries has a deleterious effect : '
£ e on the educational process.”3® School officials have readily admitted that ‘ 4
' such plans are extremely difficult to administer, and neither they nor the -
g = teachers seem anxious to see inerit systems instituted or continued. Gon- :
g 2 sequently, when in 1960 the NEA polled a sample of those school bt -
‘ districts which in the previous twenty years had established provisions :
: -, for rewarding superior service, it discovered that in 33 percent of the E bt
;ﬁ school systems the plans had been abandoned, 20 percent had adopted 23
f‘ plans but had not put them into effect, and 18 percent denied that any A
1 o such plan had ever been adopted. Only 9 percent reported that the & g
i plans were still in operation.® i
7 Another of the most widely used arguments against merit pay is that 2
; E it is the wrong way to go about improving the quality of the instruc- 4
£ 2 tional staff. Only by giving substantial increases across the board, it is ;
B ’ often claimed, will the schools be able to attract enough competent : 3
1 o college students into teaching. Make teaching competitive with private s
_; b industry or government service, so the argument runs, and bright, ener- 4
f getic young men and women will apply for teaching jobs in such num- i
bers that no superintendent need ever hire anyone he has doubts about. _ g
¥ Teachers’ salaries have increased; average salaries have gone up l .
5 slightly more than 100 percent between 1950 and 1965, as compared with % 4
"k a 90 percent increase for production workers in industry for the same 2 .
3 period.®® The average salary for classroom teachers during the school : 1 B
- i 33 National Education Association of the United States, Addresses and Pro- - f '

ceedings of the Ninety-Eighth Meeting Held in Los Angeles, California, June 26-

%

£

July 1, 1960, p. 166. : i
34 National Education Association, Why Have Merit Plans for Teachers’ Salaries } )

7

%

Been Abandoned? (Washington: NEA, 1961), Research Report 1961-R3, p. 6.

There is some question as to whether or not ali of the latter actually have systems
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L5 of individual awards. Many school officials we have talked to informally indicated :
(S that, while there were merit plans in their officical school policy, the usual -1 4
- £ practice had been to give virtually all the teachers the extra increment. g :
o 35 National Education Association, Economic Status of Teachers in 1963-64 7y :;
! : g (Washington: NEA, 1964), Research Report 1964-R7, p. 10; NEA Research s "
E: ba Bulletin, vol. 44, no. 2, p. 36; U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment -4
2 ; and Earnings and Monthly Report on the Labor Force (Washington: GPO, N
4 i May 1966), vol. 12, no. 11, . 67. §
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year 1965-1966 was $6,506. About 9 percent of the 1.7 million public-
school employees received less than $4,500; 23 percent received between
$4,500 and $5,499; 27 percent from $5,500 to $6,499; 19 percent from
$6,500 to $7,499; 12 percent from $7,500 to $8,499; and 10 percent
made more than $8,500.3¢ It is possible in such places as Bronxville, New
York, for a teacher to make as much as $14,275 yearly, but in order to
receive that much the teacher must have a doctorate and forty-one years
of teaching experience.’” Probably very few of Bronxville’s teachers
qualify. Nor are there many places like Bronxville.

It should be noted that attempting to make sense out of averagc or
median salaries is a tricky business. For example, if a school district is
expanding rapidly and at the same time has an unusually high turnover
rate, teachers could receive a substantial salary increase and at the same
time the average salary might remain constant, since new entrants and
replacements come in at the bottom of the salary scale. Thus, between
the years 1963 and 1965 in the large cities where there had been sub-
stantial upward adjustments in salary schedules, the average increase for
teachers over the two-year period was only 5.5 percent.?

There is no question, however, that teachers’ salaries lag far behind
those of other professional or paraprofessional workers with similar
training. In 1961 the mean annual salary of teachers was $1,000 below
that of non-supervisory auditors, $1,500 behind non-supervisory account-
ants, $1,800 lower than non-supervisory chemists, and $2,700 beneath
that of non-supervisory engineers.?® There seems to have been no sub-
stantial change in this ratio in the intervening years.

Nor does there seem to be any prospect for a change in the near
future. Entrance salaries for teachers in the fall of 1966 were well below
the salary offerings received by other, non-education major, college
graduates. Male, bachelor-degree candidates in the humanities and the
social sciences, for example, received offers averaging $6,564 yearly;
male, bachelor-degree candidates in physics, chemistry, and mathematics

36 NEA Research Bulletin, vol. 44, no. 2, p. 36.

37 National Education Association, Salary Schedules for Classroom Teachers,
1965-6G6 (Washington: NEA, 1965), Research Report 1965-R15, p. 120.

38 “Changes in Teachers Salaries, 1963-65,” Monthly Labor Review, vol. 88,
no. 12 (December 1965), p. 1463.

39 National Education Association, The American Public School Teacher, 1960~
61 (Washington: NEA, 1963) Research Monograph 1963-M2, p. 20; hereafter
referred to by title.
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had offers averaging $7,704.* The median starting salary for all teachers
in September was in the neighborhood of $5,100.**

Of course, the last figure includes both men and women (predom-
inandy women) and the others are fcr men alone. If statistics had been
available for both sexes in the non-educstion category, the gap would
have been narrower. Nor does the comparisnn take into account the
qualitative differences between teacher trainees and other college grad-
uates. As was pointed out earlier, since education majors have generally
less competence than other college students they would probably com-
mand a lower price in the private sector of the labor market. But these
omissions do not detract substantially froir the main argument, which is
that teachers receive significantly smaller salaries than other workers
with comparable training and education, that given the present salary
artangements in most school systems it is not likely that many young
men and women of real intellect-al competence will bother to qualify
for a tezching license, and that, as in tbe nineteenth century, the public
today is getting just about as much from its schools as it is willing to pay
for.

If this mattcr of teacher” salaries needs undeiscoring, recent actions
of two official governmental bodies have provided rather interesting
emphasis. In 1965 the New York State Legislature fixed minimum teacher
saiaries at $5,200 for the bachelor’s scale, $5,500 for the master’s, and
$250 as the minimum yearly increment in each scale.** A great many
school districts, particularly in the upstate area, adopted the state-man-
dated minimum. In 1966, the same legislative body adopted its con-
troversial “medicaid” program, providing for free medical and dental
service to medically needy families. Under the provisions of the law, a
breadwinaer with three dependents whose net income (after income
taxes zud health insurance premiums) does not exceed $6,000 and who
has mcdest savings and life insurance coverage ic considered medically
needy.*® Thus it is more than theoretically possible that a male teacher
with a wife and two children who has a master’s degree and has ac-

40 College Placement Couacil, Saiury Survey (Bethlehem, Pa.: College Flace-
ment Council, June 1966), p. 7.

11 National Education Association, Salary Schedules for Classroom Teachers,
p. 5. This figure is a crude extrapolation of the 1965 starting salary of $5,000.

42 New VYork State Education Department, 1965 Summary of New Legislation
Affecting Education (Albany: University of the State of New York, !965), pp.
17-18.

43 New York State Department of Rocial Weifare, Medical Assistance for Needy
Persons (Albany, N.Y., 1966).
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cumulated five years of teaching experience, and who happens to be
teaching in one of New York’s mandated minimum districts, could be
judged medically indigent and eligible for public welfare.

The othzr case is less significant but equally ironic. In February 1966
when the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity was requested to fix an
hourly rate for the rental of horses in its poverty-fighting program (there
was no way other than horseback to reach some of the poverty-stricken
in Waldo County, Maine), the Office fixed the rate at $2.00 per hour. A
month earli=r it had decided that a reasonable rate for elementary school
teachers was $2.50 an hour.**

One of the reasons Americans have not been very disturbed about low
teachers’ salaries is that there seems to be a general feeling that, while
teachers are not very well paid, they at least have a great many benefits
other workers do not have. Such benefits as employer-funded retirement
plans, sick leave, health insurance, sabbatic leave, life insurance, and
tuition assistance are often cited as examples of “hidden” salary items
which, when added to the actual salary, bring teachers up to a par with
other professional employees.

It is true that many school districts do nrovide some or all of these
benefits. But as Leslie Wilson has shown in his study of 205 representa-
tive school districts during the academic year 1963-1964, it is by no
means the case that the dollar value of fringes compensates for the
lower salaries. Total fringe benefits accounted for a dollar value of $963
or 13.1 percent of the average professional salary in the systums studied.*
In private industry during the same year, according to a Bureau of
Labor Statistics survey, fringes for other white-collar workers accounted
for more than 20 percent of payroll.*¢ Nor do most school districts make

44 Washington Post, Feb. 28, 1966, p. 1, col. 1.

45 Leslie Wilson, The Dollar Value of Fringe Benefits (New York: Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1964), p. 44.

46 “Report of the Bureau of Labor Statistics to the Joint Economic Commit:ce,”
February 1966, as quoted in Daily Labor Report, Feb. 14, 1966, no. 31, p. B-12.

In another study, done by the Chamber of Commerce (Chamber of Commerce
of the United States, Fringe Benefits, 1963, Washington: 1964, p. 5), in which
a different sample of cumpanies was used and a larger number of iteras were in-
cluded in the fringe package, the estimate was 25.6 percent. The difficulty of
comparing the dollar amount of {ringes for teachers and industry employees is
that at times one is comparing apples and oranges. The conditicns of employment
are radically different. Vacations, for example, are a high-cost fringe item for
privaie employers which do not usually enter into the picture for school boards.
Be that as it may, the argument that handsome fringe benefits actually com-
pensate for teachers’ low salary levels doesn’t hold much water.
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contributions to all six categories of fringes mentioned earlier, as the
table adapted from Wilson’s study shows quite clearly.*

Hierarchical Order of Relative Importance of Fringe Benefits

Average Annual  Percentage of
District Expen- Districts in
diture per Teacher  This Study
by District in ~ Which Provide
This Study Which  Such Benefits
Provide Such

Benefits

(1) Retirement (including

S. ~ial Security) $822.00 100 %
(2) Sick leave 85.44 100 %
(3) Health insurance 65.60 41.4%
(4) Sabbatical leave 34.48 29.3%
(5) Life insurance 29.01 27.7%
(6) Tuition assistance 13.65 18.7%

A male teacher with family obligations has but three ways to react to
the low income his occupation provides. One is to quit teaching, and, as
we have seen, many do. Another is to become reconciled to a lower
standard of living than other professional groups enjoy, and apparently
a great many teachers have accepted this lot. A *hird way is to take on
another job, to “moonlight,” and male teachers do this to a greater
extent than any other occupational group in our society. In May of
1965, 20 percent of men teachers held second jobs.*®

For married men with children the percentage was probably much
higher. At least that is the indication of a survey of teachers in the
Indianapolis area conducted by the Bureau of Economic and Business
Research at the University of Illinois in the spring of 1964. For male
teachers with children, whose wives worked only part-time, the Bureau
found that 38 percent held jobs in addition to teaching and 25 percent

47 Adapted from Wilson, p. 50.
48 Forest A. Bogan and Thomas E. Swanstrom, “Multiple Jobholders in May

1965,” Monthly Labor Review, vol. 89, no. 2 (February 1966), pp. 147, 150.
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were seli-employed.* Even if one allows for considerable duplication,
i.e. so™e teachers reporting self-employed and employee status, the per- .
centage of moonlighting for teachers in this category would still be s
above 50 percent. This figure corresponds to the findings of a 1961
NEA survey which reported that 51.5 percent of married male teachers
held second jobs during the 1960-1961 school year. The extra job
brought them an average of $789 in yearly income.%°

It would be difficult to say what effect this extra job has on a teacher’s
classroom performance. A great deal would, of course, depend upon the
individual, the nature of the job, and how much time he devotes to it.
The NEA is worried about this problem, however, and its revised Code
of Ethics, adopted in 1963, reads: “We. .. engage in no outside employ-
ment that will impair the effectiveness of our professional service. . ..”%

Not all teachers, not even all NEA members, take this admonition
seriously. “Who really cares?” a young man wrote to the NE4 Journal in
1963. “Who cares if the teacher comes in tired the next day? In most
schools they rejoice at your mere presence, especially if you are a man.
Somehow the administration believes men have magical powers. The
only magical power I possess is that of being able to stay awake longer ‘
than most people.””* And when a magazine article reported that two .
California teachers were running a successful wallpapering and interior :
decorating business during their off hours, the author received a terse
note from the part-time entrepreneurs complaining, “You omitted our
names. We [our business] could use the publicity.”%3 4
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If public school teaching does not indeed provide a handsome in-
come, do not teachers have much more job security than most occupa-
tions? What about the short hours and the long vacations? And how can
one compare salaries and other benefits to the degree of “psychic in-
ceme” that teachers and other professional workers enjoy?

ﬁ)«u&‘r’:«:\;‘wmp\w‘ ey /q\,ww.ﬁ.«“’hl‘“&!u T
St i il i e H

22, no. 3 (March 1965), p. 7. )
50 The American Public School Teacher, 1960-61, p. 23. 2
51 “Code of Ethics of the Education Profession,” NEA Journal, vol. 52, no. 4 E

:
49 Harold Guthrie, “Who Moonlights and Why,” Illinois Business Review, vol. ‘8
'f £
H
¢
(April 1963), p. 43. :

o 52 Sam M. Lambert, “Angry Young Men in Teaching,” NEA Journal, vol. 52, ’ Fe
: no. 2 (February 1963), p. 18. g 3
- 33 Lambert, “More About the Angry Young Men,” NEA Journal, vol. 53, no. 5 :
T (May 1963), p. 9. : 3
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There is no question about security. Public education is a growing
industry with a chronically short labor supply. Schools infrequently cut
back in their operations; teachers are rarely laid off. And rarely dis-
charged, one might add. Only 13 percent of those teachers who left
school districts for one reason or another at the end of the school year in
1960, for example, were dismissed.* How many of these found teaching
jobs elsewhere is anybody’s guess, but probably more than two-thirds
were teaching in another district in a year or two.*?

All but thirteen of the states, moreover, have tenure laws which
protect teachers in their jobs after they have taught from three to four
years in a given system. Twenty-six states provide state-wide tenure; in
eleven others the laws apply only to certain categories of school dis-
tricts.* And while tenure laws themselves offer wide latitude for dis-
charge even for those who have completed their probationary years
(inefficiency, incompetence, immorality, insubordination), the fact that
the teacher has the right to appezl to the chief school officer of the state,
to the courts, or both makes administrators more cautious than per-
haps they should be about firing a teacher who has a tenure appoint-
ment. “Ore of those cases is enough,” a superintendent of a large school
system remarked to an interviewer in the spring of 1966. “Better to suffer
incompetence or even an occasional case of insubordination than put up
with a humiliating and demoralizing tenure test case.”®™ Thus teachers
do indeed have greater job security than most workers; even the dullest
among them are protected in their jobs.

On the matter of working conditions, the issue is not so clear-cut. The
amount of time teachers are required to be on duty averages about
seven and one-half hours daily, including lunch time, which may or may
not be duty free, This puts teachers on a 37.5 hour workweek,8 less than
the average for most workers in private employment. Teachers also, of
course, have long vacations, more than two months during the summer
and from three to four additional weeks during the school year.

Yet, unlike most other occupations, the working day ior teachers is by
no means limited to time spent at the work placc. When teachers were

5% Lindenfeld, p. 5.

55 Based on the observations of one of the authors who taught for six years in
three separate school systems and has seen a great many teachers come and go.

36 NEA Research Division, School Law Summaries, “Tenure and Contracts,”
November 1964, revised (Washington, D.C.).

57 Information obtained from a school superintendent, April 28, 1966, in a
persona! interview.

38 NEA Research Bulletin vol. 43, no. 4, p. 103.
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asked in a NEA survey in 1961 to report on actual hours worked, i.e.
school time plus time spent correcting papers, preparing lessons, work-
ing with individual students, and the Jike, they responded with an
average of 47.3 hours.®® If one takes this estimate at face value and
multiplies it by 38, the average number of weeks schools are in session
each year,*® one comes up with an annual rate of slightly less than 1,800
hours, only about 150 hours less than the work year of the employee
who works 40 hours a week and has two weeks off for vacation plus five
or six paid holidays.

There is no disputing that teaching has rewards one cannot find in
other occupations. The psychic income derived from teaching is both a
precious and immeasurable commodity. Were it not, the present attri-
tion rate would undoubtedly be much higher than it is. The question is,
have events in recent years tended to cause a deterioration in this type of
income? One gets the impression that at least in some areas it has.
Teachers seem to be complaining more than ever about overcrowded
schools which lead to double and triple sessions, large classes, and the
growing number of clerical and administrative tasks.®?

The problem of student discipline, while not a new development, has
become considerably exacerbated, particularly in urban schools. On the
average of six students a day were arrested for school offenses in Chicago
during the early part of 1966, for example, on charges that ranged from
loitering to aggravated battery.®> And when teachers were asked in an
NEA poll in 1964 whether they thought it was more difficult to main-
tain discipline than in previous years, a significant proportion of those
with long teaching experience (62 percent of those with 20 or more
years)®® were convinced that it was. Perhaps some of these teachers re-
membered a past more idealized than real. But this is hardly an adeguate
explanation. And if teaching has become in many areas what one New

59 The American Public School Teacher, 1960-61, p. 103.

60 NEA Research Bulletin, vol. 43, no. 4, p. 103.

61 For the types of complaints teachers harbor nowadays, see: National Educa-
tion Association, What Teachers Think: A Summary of Teacher Opinion Poll
Findings, 196065 (Washington: NEA, 1965); “What Makes Teachers Burn,”
NEA Journal, vol. 34, no. 5 (May 1966), pp. 13-15; Richard Meryman, “How
We Drive Teachers to Quit,” Life, vol. 30, no. 20 (Nov. 16, 1962), pp- 106-114;
National Commission on Teacher Education and Professional Standards, The
Assignment and Misassignment of American Teachers (Washington: NEA, 1965);
on the problem of overcrowding and triple sessions in one urban area, see New
York Times, April 5, 1966, p. 77, col. 3.

82 New York Times, Feb. 6, 1966, sec. 1, p. 77, col. 3.

63 National Education Association, What Teachers Think, p. 19.
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York City teacher has called a “hazardous occupation,” then the psychic
income can depreciate to the point of deficit.
o There are other frustrations, each considerably less dramatic than
being confronted with a knife-wielding hoodlum, that nevertheless ac-
- cumulate to rob teaching of much of its joy and satisfaction. Bel Kauf-
man has summed up these frustrations in an address delivered before
a meeting of the NEA’s Commission on Teacher Education and Profes-
sional Standards in 1965. The teacher, Miss Kaufman remarked, often
finds that “he has no time to teach. He is strangulated by red tape or
overwhelmed by clerical work or buried under an avalanche of paper
- and overwhelmed by five classes, overcrowded homeroom, lunchroom
patrol, and lobby duty. He frequently finds that he has no place to teach,
and if he is a floater, a peripatetic, unanchored teacher, he is without a
room of his own. ... Teachers are affected by the kind of administration :
$ too, with pressures from above and below and the side — administration ‘
that frequently does not see the trees for the forest, the young trees and
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"} ' “When we get the good teachers and train them well,” Miss Kauf- : i
? ! man coucluded, “then we must give them fewer classes, fewer students, 1
no nensense to do outside of teaching.”®* i
. San Francisco’s public school teachers sounded a collective Amen to ;-
- il Miss Kaufman’s sentiments a few months later. When the San Francisco _
> Classroom Teachers Association, in preparation for negotiations with .j_'

2 the local school beard, asked its membership to list, in order of priority,

O

- - - - é
those items they wanted the Association to press at the negotiation table, i
the teachers